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Mr. Bundy: 
Attached for your 


information. 


Foy D. Kohler 


A duvet: 
Reply of N. 5. Khrushchev 
to the President's letter of February 14 

Khrushchev's 14-page reply expresses his disappointment 
over the President's negative reply to his proposal that the 
18-nation Disarmament Committee be begun at the Heads of State 
level. Khrushchev repeats previous arguments that only the 
Heads of Government have the necessary authority to formulate 
policy. He takes issue with some of the arguments advanced by 
the President against his proposal, claiming disappointment 
over the argument that more preliminary work needs to be done. 
Khrushchev insists that there has been a mass of such work already 
and that what is needed is not further clarification of positions 
but how to overcome the differences between well-known positions. 
He argues that the necessary degree of trust for the solution of 
the disarmament problem can only be achieved by the Heads of 
Government and asserts that meetings between Heads of Government 
will lead to better understanding of the desires of each. 
Khrushchev accuses the President of not yet having the determinatior. 
to seek a solution of the disarmament problem and of having 
already condemned the forthcoming 18-nation negotiations to 
failure. The refusal to meet at the highest level, he claims, 
is to be able to blame the Foreign Ministers for this failure. 


Khrushchev 
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Khrushchev takes issue with the President's position on 
control, asserting that the US and its allies seek to force 
the USSR to place its entire military establishment under foreign 
control and open up its entire defense system before disarmament 
has even begun. He rejects this categorically and repeats 
familiar arguments as to Soviet willingness to agree to 
genuine inspection by stages. He again charges that Western 
proposals amount to espionage and that various Western proposals 
add up to trickery designed to bury the problem of disarmament. 
He again attacks Western unwillingness to liquidate foreign 
bases and says that the USSR is willing to withdraw its overseas 
forces if the West will do likewise. 

Khrushchev then says that perhaps the position taken by 
the President and Prime Minister Macmillan is tied to the US 
intention to resume atmospheric testing. He reasserts that if 
this happens the USSR will do likewise and the blame will lie 
on the governments of the US and UK. 

Khrushchev concludes by expressing the hope that the 
President has not said his last word regarding a meeting at 


the Heads of State level. 
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Tear Mr. President: πῶς δὴ τος 
᾿ | SLs : 
I have received your reply to the proposal of the 2745 s 


Soviet Coverument that the work of the 12 Naticn Disarmament 
Comnitcee be inisiated 57 the Heads of Government (State) 

ΟΣ the countries represented in that Comaittee. I must say 
frankly that I am chagrined by your negative attitude toward 
that proposal. 

I shall not conceal that for a long time I have been 
hatching the thousht of Seginning the work of the disarmament 
coanittee at the hishest level. And as I have already written, 
your message of February 7 reached me at the very acment when 
I was working on a message cn this question to the participants 
in the forthcoming negotiations, and that encouraged me even 
more. 

However, aiter your reply to ay message, the situation 
looks entirely different. 

According tc your megeage, you believe that even if 
Paxsticipation sy the Heads ck Governaent in disarmament aegotia- 
tions is sessiole it should ce sostponed until such time when 
definite progress haa Seen reached in negotiations. Sut the 


Legitimate guestion arises -- who, then, can ensure with the 
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greatest srobabllity of suecesa such progress, who can 
create a favorable situation for nezotiations? Those who 
are vested with the full breadth of auchority and who 
have the leading role in shaoing policy or, on the other 
Rand, those who are not vested with such responsibility and 
consequently axe limited in their actions by previously 
determined iastructions? It seems to me that there can be 
no two answers to this question. It is clear that the Heads 
o£ Governsent have much greater possibilities Zor this than 
anybody alse. 

The question way alse be raised in the following aanner: 
what is better, what will yield greater benefits -- leadershis 
exercised by the Heads of Government from a distance, or on 
the other hand when they themselves, having rolled up their 
sleeves, undertake the most difficvlt and give a ccerreet 
orientation to the negotiations and ensure the progress of 
which you speak in your nessaze. 

As for 26, the suiding precept cf ay lita is to be where 
the sain work is bains done, where ic is most important to 
obtain success. Asa I understand it, the position of Mead of 
State requires this. If we remained far from Geneva, we vould, 


whether we wanted it or not, have to consider the proplens 


ari: ing in the course of the disarmament negotiations aerely 
ag cne anonys many other important matters with which officials 
in cux acsition have to deal every cay. 

Frankly, I am surprised at the inconsistency in certaia 
arguments advanced in your message. You agree that the 
Yeada of Government should assume personal responsibility; 
for the success of the disarmament negotiations to ba cpened 
dn Geneva on March 14 of this year. But at the same tine 
you propose thet we wait umtil the Ministers of Foreign 
‘Affairs have achieved definite progress. Well, if, as was 
the case in the past, disarmament negotiations should faii 
to make progress -- what then, should the Heads of State 
wash theix hands? But then what will there ce left of their 
personal responsibility for the course of negotiations, the 
importance of which you enaphagize in your mesgsaze? No, you 
‘ean net really make these things jibe. 

Mor do I find coavincing your stateaent that before it 
becomes possible for che Heads of Stata to examine the #ilcua- 
tion arising in the disarmament negotiations there should be 


leal of work in clarifying the positions of che 


re 
Ch 


dene ἃ 27é&a 
sides. I shali zo even further and say that your statement 


that something is yet to be fully clarified was extremely 
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To δεν, then, that semebody still has to engage in clarifyiags 
nositions ~ that is simply refusal to attempt to divect 
disaramnent negotiations fa a practical channel. 

-L£ the previous negotiations have really lett certain 
questions unanswerad, then this is apparencly net at all 
because liztie effort has been wade to clarify then. As I 
have already indicated, disaraament intrudes in the sacro- 
sanctum of every state, in the area of ensuring their 
security, which, in the present world situation, everybody 
prefers to keep far from the eyes of others. A certain 
degree of trust and responsibility, without which it is 
impossible even to come close to the solution of disarnanent 
probvlens, can therefore be reached only amonz those who bear 
the highest responsibility before the peoples of their 
countries for their security. And nobody else but the Heads 
of Government (State) bear such responsibility. Moreover, 
many o£ them would have to assaime the leadership of the 


armed forces of racir countries should cimes of trial cceur. 


bate 


or is it necessary to ὅτου that personal contacts anong 
Yeade of State can sooner lead to a better understanding 
of one another's aspirations, greater trust, and as a 


ecnsequence - who knows - nerhaps even new ideas. 
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If the «xperience of orevigus disarmament negotiation. 
has been in iny way useful, then it 15 srimazily Secauce 
it has denonitrated how few practical moves in the matter 
of disarmament one can expect without the aost dixect aac 
businessiike pacticipation in nesotiations of cificiais 
holding the tighest position. It is preeisaly because the 
pesitions of the participants in aegotiations have been 
overly clarified that the conclusion arises by 4861 that 
only such officials can move the disarmament question off 
dead center, if, of course, all parties desize this. 

Therefore neither Ministers, whatever esteem they may 
enjoy on the part of the governnente and the peoples of 
their countries, nor other representatives, whatever their 
-rank, will achieve anything if the Heads of State do not 
place the negotiations on a solid foundation, having 
demonstrated the will and _deasize to reach agreement on 
disarmament vroblens. 

If vou have ac desixe to head now the J.5. Delegatica 
to the negotiations in the lé-Nation Comnicteea and you 
use in @xolanation of your position such an artificial argu- 
sent ac lack of appropriate preparations, then this can only 
indicate chat the resolution te reacn agreement on aisaraament 


questions has not yet become rize in your nind. There 
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wumavoidably arices the question - is it noc, Mr. President, 
because in your own aiid you have already condemed the 
15-ation Comaittee to failure and are thinking in advance 
in terms of this Committee's failing to ensure the solutioa 
of the questions for which it has been created that you do 
_Rot wish to go to Geneva now? It appears that the Western 
Powers are not yet ready for a disarmament agreement and 
you therefore think that for the time being it is mre 
convenient to keep somewhat aside from the negotiations on 
this question. This is how ali thinking people will have to 
assess your unwillingness te have the Disarmament Comittee 
meat at the highest level. 

To unload the work in the 18-Hation Comittee on the 
Mintsters of Foreign Affairs is to demonstrate clearly - 
and the Ministers will, of course, understand thie - that 
the Heads of Government, the Heads of State ,dgo not wish to 
assume the responsibility for a poasible failure of negotia- 
tions and prefer that all sins be charged to the Ministers. 

Tt is easy to imagine what the situation may turn out 
to be in/final analysis. The Ministers of Foreign Affairs, 
who axe busy people, transfer - and this happens quite 


frecuently - the conduct of negotiations to persons of a 
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semewhat lower rani and zthos2, in turn, to officials νῇο 

are another step lower on th: ladder, This is how le curs 
out chat negotiations, as a aatter sf faect,are finali? 
eondcetad among bureaucrats. And then try to find out where 
that sexrsonal responsibilicy of the Heads of Goveranent 

for negotiations, of which you now speak, actually is. 

In your message of February 14, you, Mr. President, 
refer to the fact that there are substantial differences 
between our countries in the question of control of disarna- 
ment. That 1s correct, such differences exist, sut what 
fs their root? You seek the Soviet Union's agreement to 
the establishzent of control net only over armed forces and 
armasents which are being reduced or destroyed under the 
‘agreement but also over that portion which will renain in 
the possession of states for the time being. It appears that 
the U.S. and its allies would like to have the Soviet Union 
olace under control all of its arsed forces and open up its 
entixze defense system aven before disarnament as really 
egun. 

I must say frankly that with such aa approach te the ~ 
question o£ control you will attain acthing because to this 


we will not agree. 
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The Soviet Union is interestid in the establisanent 
of the strictest international cortrol ever the fulfilluaenc 
of a disarmament agreement. If, ivz instance, we reach 
agreement on general and compiete disarmament in stages, 
then, im our opinion, the implementation of all disarcnament 
measures provided for each stage mist be thorcughly verified. 
We want no less than anybody else to have assurance that 
the armaments and armed forces to be licuidated at a ziven 
. Stage are actually being liquidated or are being treated 

in such a manner as had been agreed in advance sad racordad 

in the Treaty. This precisely is real, effective control 
-over disarmement. On the other hand, you propose nor 
control over disarmament out something entirely different. 

Lét us imagine that we are negotiating reduction of 
the armed forces of our countries oy several divisions. 
We are prepared to agree to this. 

Buc you demand that control be established aot only 
over the distanding of those divisions out over all of 
the armed forces and armaments that are at the disposal of 
states. This is reaily like the saying: "A ruble for a 
lamb with ten rubles cor change". 


In the ave of roeket and nuclear weapons - and we have 


= 15 - 
entered that age - aasses of trosps have far Lesa siznificance 
than they had in the first and second wo-ld wars. ‘Today, 
war would immediately assime an all-entr icing, universal 
character and its outeone would depend not on the actions of 
troops placed at the line dividing tke belligerent parties 
Gut tather on the application of rocket und auclear weapons, 
with which the deciding atrike can be made even sefore mass 
araies have been mobilized and introduced into combat. 

Thus, under modern conditions reduction of the arned 
forees of states by several divisions would in no way change 
the situation. Control over rhe allicary sotential of 
states which you wish to obtain in exchange for an earentially 
insignificant reduction in armed forces, is another matter. 
‘The establishment of such control would yield a major strategic 
advantage to the state planning aggression. 

The control proposed by the Western Powers, 4.¢., 
control actually defore disaruement, we regard vith full 
justification aa espionage. Such control would zernit an 
aggressive stata to place its intelligence agents on the 
territories of peace-loving states and to collect information 
about their defense systeag: and then to decide the aveetion 
whether to agree to further disarmament or turn the course of 


events toward war. 
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We do noc wish this. The Sovier Uaion strives for an 
honest agreement which would provide guarantae chat neither 
during the srocess of disarzament nor aftar its completion 
a threat to the seeurity ef any state will arise. This is 
why we gay - let us work out a treaty on general and 
cosplete disarmament under the strictest international con- 
| zol and let us implenent the provisions of that treaty in 
gstazes so that control be conmensurate with the disarmament 
steps undertaken. Having completed one stage of disarmanent 
‘under control let us move to the {aplementation of the next 
stage, also under control. This is a sound, realistic 
approach to the question ef control, and so far no one hae 
been able to propose a Detter one. 

In the initial stazes of disarmament there wili of course 
reaain sone armed forces and armanents which will temporarity 
be outside the sphere of international control. But will 
this change anything as compared with whet we have today? 
After all, even now ψελίσισυ exactly the amounts of armenents 
at the disposal of the other sidd. Under staged disarmament 
we will reduce the armed foreea and armaments by agreed 


inerements and thexafore the correlation of forces and the 


balance which has Dy now been established viil act 22 
distursed. Ag to the asount of armed forces ang azmiments con 


which we will have ac exact data after the completior ΟΣ 


δα 


each stazse, it will constantiy decrease mtil it coneg cown 
to zero. 

Where then, dcea this invol.e a threat to scratagic 
security of states? There is ne such threat and it cannot 
exist with this approach. 

This can in no way be said about proposals of the 
Westera Povers. In insisting that control mareh oefoze 
disarmarent the Western :Powers cnl7 etreazvthea the 
‘suspicion: that they are puzsaiag an7 pessible objective 
‘other than disarnament. The iapressica is created that scme 
kind of a disarmament game is being played. The peoples of 
the entire world demand disarmament, they want to throw off 
their shoulders the turden of ailitary expenditures, to 
clear the horizon of the thunder clouds of war, while the 
Wester Powers do aot feel like disarming. This is why 
all sorts of plans.appear ,deliverately calculated to Se 
rejected by the other gide. ALL chis reseables triexers 
which 15 resoxtad to in order co oury a Live cause. 


Yow Sow else can one assess such recipes for divarnamenc 


4 
rw 
(22 

a 


a8 orovide for the reduction in treova by ome sexrcent 

and for the oxntension of control over all of the other viaety- 
mine percent of armed forces? How el2ze caa one understand 
the refusal of the Vestern Powers to reduce the geope of 
their ailitary preparations δὲ least to some extent, for 
example, to liquidate the military bases in foreign terri- 
tories and to withdraw their troscps from Eurane to tha 
confines of theix states. The Scviet Union 45 prepared even 
now to bring home its troops which ara outside the country 

if the Wastern Powers do the same. 

Where is there to Se found here real partaership, wnder- 
standing of the aspirations of the peoples, and the desire 
te reaove the danger of a roeket and nuclear war, which 
would triag wmbelievable disaster and evuffering to all of 
mankiad? There is net even a trace of that. 

With this ateitude on the part of the Governaent:s of 
the Yestern Powers toward the cause of disamnaanent, where 
seitind astensible bustle δου the <vestions of coaczol 
there is teins pushed somewhere fats the tackyard the vain 
thing - disarmament of che military establishwent of atates, 
one has really? to fear lest the new Comittee ta tacing the 


gorry lot of its sredecessors. If there is no Jesire to agree 
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om ἃ realistic basis, then otvicously dizyarmenenc aescria- 
tions will amount to nothing,whether che work of the 
Comittee started with the saxcticicarcion of the Reads af 
Geyernmeanat or at the Foreign Mialsater level, er any otker 
level. 

I aa act used to playing the hypocrite and hiding the 
truth in ay pocket sad therefore shall say without veating 
around the bush: Your reply sessage, Mr. President, as 
well es the message frou Prine Minister Macnilian have 
eenerated in ua the feeling that those journalists whe 
see sone special purposes in your propeesl to tegin the 
work of the 18-Nation Committee at the Yoreign Minister 
level are perhaps right. Thay connect this propesal directly 
with the statement cf the Governzents of the Unitec States 
and Great Britain about theiz intention to resune auclaar 
weason tests in the atmesplera. 

What is the reasoning of the jeurnalists? They under- 
stand that the Soviet Union wilk act leave that azsresslive 

unrestrained 
action unanswered. The xxaxxuxitexs desire on che part of the 
United States and Great dritaia to inerease their nuclear 


arsenal and to inerease the destructive power ef ἐμοῖς 
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muclear yveapons vill unavotdably Lead te the Soviet Union's 
being drawn into competition in the sphere sf accumulation 
and serfection of nuclear weapons. Lt is undexetandahica 
chat the Soviet Union, which incidentally nas conducted far 
fewer experimental nuclear axplosicas, will not wish to lag 
behind and will do everything te maintain tts auclear 
weapons at the proper level. As a result, swings will be 
set in motion to heights sever seen before, raising the 
nucleat armaments race to ever-higher levels. Maturally, 
the peoples will pisce the responsibility for this on 

the Governments of the United States and Great 3ritain. 

It is in connection with this that it is being said 
that ia advancing the idea of conducting disarsanent 
negotiations at the Ministerial level, the Governments of 
the United States and Great Britain sousht somehow to 
paralyze the nesative attitude of sublic opinion toward the 
planned veswmetion of nuclear tests and to sweeten the bdiiter 
911} sy ankine a gesture in the direecicn af disarmament. | 
This opinion became even stronger when che United States and 
Great Britain replied in the negative to the concreta, 
cusinesslike sroposal of the soviet Union to "6221 the work 


of the disarmament coumsittee at the hicshesc ievel with 
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particigation uy the leade of Government, a vrovosal that 
Gives sreater assurances of success in negotiations. As 
mch a5 I would lize to avoid snpleagzant words -- but the 
conclusion imposes itseli thar apoarently there iz 45:6 
troth In such counentaries Sy fournaliscs. 

Where thea ἐ the matter soins? We live in a time 
when seience and teclhnolosy area developing εὐ εν and new 
scientific and technologies! achievesents ara bora literally 
not every day but every houz. Rocket and nuclear armanenta 
are ever increasing and now both ve sad you already have 
thousands of wits of such weapons. They are manned by 
many thousands of persermel and that mmber 15 ever increasing 
as the number of rockets increases. Sot the more people are 
asaizmed to the manning of lethal rockets and nuclear 
weapens, the greater the probability that the mexpected 
may cecur, Arter all, there have already been cases in the 
United States where combats on alert uiasions with a payload 
‘o£ auclear χα fad accidents and fell to the zround 
causing consiceracle umpleasant consequences. | 

4nd is it really ouc of the cvestion that something 
siaiilax can happen not only with oombters Sut also with 


reezecs equinped vith thersmon:claar varhaads? in addicion 
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ailijons woon millions of yeople, while meay would te 


condeaned to slew ceath as ἃ result of radcicscactive 


eontamination. 


Ail this briags to mind once again that the leading 


officials of states, whe beaxs the resnonsibility for the 

| 

\desti inies cf peoples, must realize the actual state cf 

| 

laffaizs which has already been brough: about Sy the socket 


and nuclear azmaments race and te which this race is 


leading. General and couplete disarmament, that 42, 

lete destruction of 411 armaments, sarticulacly nuclear, 

become in our time ἃ vitally aecessary task, which 

tands above everything else. In the interests of the 
ipeediest sclutica of this task the Soviet Government 

5 boen end still is for heving the lé-Nation Disarnanent 
mittee begin its work at the higheet level. 
| The searck for agreement on disarmanent problezs 
ruires that unnecessary punctiliousneas be cast asice 
i chat the interests of the cause, the iaterests of 
‘renath tening peace, be placed acove everything else. 

ia is why I should like to hope that you, Mr, Presiden 


να not yet said your last word concerning your participation 


‘the negotiations in the -li-Metion Disarsanent Comittee. 
i 
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The Soviet Government sinesrely seek: Co reach agree- 
sent on disarnmanent aud bas sropesed with the best of inten- 
tions that the work of the LieNation Comoittee 965 seam at 
the highest level. 

The Soviet Government belisvee that che prorosals 
for general and completa disarnament under stzict intere 
netionsl control advanced by it provide a tasis for reachiag 
agzeenent without prejudice to any individual party and 
without advantage to any other party. Of course we are 
ntepared to consider other proposals as well if they really 
will ensure the solution of the problem of general aad 
eomplete diaarmazent. | 

If the Government: of the Weatern Powers desire agreement. 
on disarmament vrobless - and the Seviet Unica aad the o her 
sceialist countries do wish to reach it - then one esuld 
definitely hope that nesotlations vith the participation of the 
Heads of Government will yield caagible regults, and agreement 
will become possible. This would be a great honor to thove 
wha would have laid, at the sezinning of the aesetiations, the 
foundation fox ἃ future agreement and found ways o£ avercoalaz 
the existing diffieclties. Aad what a great reward it would 


nea for the Heads of Govecament, Heads cf State, thea to six 
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ἃ txeaty on jeeral and σου σία alsaramment ana to 
beecae sarticisaants in an historic event wbich would 


ΘΔ ia the semoties of all samkind for ages to cone. 
&.khrughehsv 


σεῦ 
Pebfuary 23, 1962 


